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REMARKS 

Claims 49-85 are pending in the present application. In the above amendments, claims 
49-51, 55-61, 65-78 and 82-85 have been amended. Also, the specification, in paragraphs at 
page 6, lines 9-22, and page 8, lines 8-19, have been amended to correct minor errors. No new 
matter is added by the amendments to the claims and the specification. 

Applicant respectfully responds to this Office Action. 

Claim Rejections -35 USC § 112 

Claims 49-85 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 12, first paragraph, as allegedly failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. 

With respect to claims 49. 59, 69 and 77, the terms "positive" and "negative" have been 
changed to "authenticated" and "not authenticated." respectively. The written description for the 
tonus "authenticated" and "not authenticated 1 ' is in the specification at page 7, lines 1-5, and at 
p^ge linos S-W Also, the w ntten description '\-r "dctcummng I je authentication status of the 
computing dc\scc" \-> m the specification at page 6, lines 1V-20 

With lespeet n> Uaurs 50, o0, 70 and these claims base been amended to :eeite 
"authenticated' and "not authenticated." instead oi "p( -\o" and "negative." consistent wsth the 
amendments to claims 4°. 59. 6° and described aho\e 

With icspeet (o claims 51 ard (■•] the v>nt:en description for describing that the 
computing device's authentication sratus may bo icpresentcd bv a hard v\ ate fuse is m the 
specification at page 5. lines 14-22. 

With respect to chums 52. o? and 7 9, tlte wiit + cn description for de?eiibing that the 
authenKahou status of the conputmg device ma> be mdicaied by a Hag is m the specification 'it 
page o, lines 9-10 and 14-22. 

Vvith re->peei to c'amrs 54, o4. "'2 and X?„ iic wi/ten description tor dcsenhmg separate 
authentication flags to indicate the authentication status of each softwcic piogran js m the 
specification at page 8, lines f 
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Claims 49-85 were rejected under 35 U.S.C, §112, first paragraph, as allegedly being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which the 
application regards as the invention. 

With rcspo* I to claims 4^ and SO the term "an application area" has been changed to "an 
apphevion storage area," m accordance w.th element 106 of rigun; 1. 

With lespcet to claims 4°. 59, 69 and "7, the term "strident software's authentication 
status " has >cv.r changed to "a\ arable M)(twaie'.s authentication status"' in the last indented 
paiagnmhs of claims, in aeeoi dance with Figure "! 

Witii rcsptct to claims ^6~5S. o<>-on M-76 and the "the" hetbie "at ieast one 

piece" has been eoleted. The phrase " il loo^t one piece of the computing dc\:cc"s resident 
software" can be interpreted lo mean one prog; am of ;hc resident software in the computing 
de\iee, or to moa.i more than one program of the - evident software ;n the computing device. 

Accordingly, the rejections of claims 49-85 under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph, should 
he wihdrawrt 

Objections to the Specification 
The specification was objected to tor the ib! lowing informalities: 1) reference to the 
"computing device" by the number 1 02 at page 6, line 20, when the correct number is 100; and 2) 
a missing "not" at page 8, iine 18. The specification has been amended in accordance with the 
suggested corrections. 

The specification was also objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for the 
term "computer-readable medium" in claims 69-76. Claims 69-76 have been amended to recite 
"storage device,'" which term is supported in the specification at page 4, line 28. 

Accordingly, the objections to the specification should be withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections- i$ VSC § 1U1 
Claims 69-76 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 as allegedly being directed to non- 
statutory matter. Claims 69-76 have been amended by changing the term "computer-readable 
medium" to "storage device " which term is supported in the specification at page 4. line 28. 
Applicants assert that the term "storage device" does not cover transitory forms of signal 
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transmission {f >r example, a propagating electrical c - electromagnetic signal) Instead, the tu n 
"storage ue\,ce" covets a tangible "manenetuif.." which cnueie is patent-chgib e subject mattei 
under 35 U.S.O. felul. 

Accoiriinglv the t ejection", ot chums 6^-7<> under 3^ 1) S C ^1 01 should oc withdiawn. 

Claim Rejections 35 I 'SC $ 102 

Cxjm:s :«). ^f), 52. :-4-o0, 6?. M-'W, 72-"'« and X1~S>*> a etc i ejected undei i5 I'SC 
^l<l2(e;- as i:!lc£»cdl> being anticipated by \ i> Patent No 42,1 21 to Satadi (jhe Salad, patent) 

The rejection of claim 49 as being anticipated bv the Salads patent is respectfully 
tiascsed Liana 49 i cedes, "determining the authentication status of the computing device. 
whe:cm the <_ompuung dcviu/s authentica'aon status is authenticated .1 at Icaot viie piece of the 
<.,ompjtmg deuce's resident soltware has been authenticated. \nc the computing device s 
authentication status is not authenticated if none of the wOmpuhns; device's resident softwaie has 
been nuf lenticted" vul "changing the computing device's authentication statu,- *o authenticated 
and loading the available ,-softsvarc ii the computing device's autiientvauon status ia determined 
to lie rot authe:it:eaicd and the a\ dibble softs* atc's a cheat! cation stains is determined to he 
authenticated. ' 

In iguse 3. the Satadt p:.tent discloses responding to a download softw a: e -object sequest 
(si^p 100} bs checking the author j/atiun lights uf set top box (steps 120. :40 and 200), _md 
authenticating and authoitzmg the dosvniuacod suftwac (^W) ulrec* priot to Us u-'e on the set- 
<op k>\ (step 170) The authorization rights of the set-top box are delired bs a subscription tici. 
bee. column 5. lines 2 7 ;i 1. and column "!. lines 12-44 However, subsenpUon-bascd 
authorization lights for a set-top oox ate dOleicnt fuan an authenueat-on status of a computing 
device dutennmed 'wsed on authentication of resident ooliwaie. 1 herefore. Applicants 
tcspeciiully asset t that the bafadi patent fads to oclose "determining the authentication status of 
the computing desire, wherein , . , .aid the computing device's authcnticaOon status is not 
autliettOeatee. if none of the eompnt tuj de\sce\ icsnknt soflwaie has been authenticated'' and 
"loading the available software into the application storage area if the computing device's 
autneiitication status is ccteimmed to he not authenticated and the available software's 
authentic itior status is dueimmed to he authenticated," 1 as leetted w c'.um 1 
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Thus, Applicants respectfully assert that the Safadi patent fails to disclose all of the 
features recited in claim 49. Accordingly, the rejection of claim 49 as allegedly anticipated by 
the Safadi patent should be withdrawn. 

It is respectfully submitted that dependent claims 50. 52 and 54-58 are at least allowable 
for the reasons given above in relation to independent claim 49. 

Claims 59-60, 62.. 64-70. 72-79 and 81-85 are computing device and storage device 
claims having features defined by language similar to that of method claims 49-50, 52, and 54- 
58. It is respectfully submitted that claims 59-60, 62, 64-70, 72-79 and 81-85 are at least 
allowable for the reasons given above in relation to claims 149-50, 52, and 54-58. 

Claim Rejections ~ 35 USC § 103 

Dependent claims 51 and 61 were rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being allegedly 
unpatentable over the Safadi patent in view of allegedly admitted prior art (APA) related to a 
hardware fuse. Applicants assert thai the alleged APA fails to remedy the disclosure deficiencies 
of the Safadi patent, as discussed above with respect to independent claims 49 and 59. 

Dependent claims 53, 63., 71 and 80 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
allegedly unpatentable over the Safadi patent. The Examiner acknowledged thai the Safadi 
patent "does not explicitly disclose that the end user devices include a portable wireless 
communication device." The Examiner then stales, ''[bjowever, it would have been obvious for 
one having ordinary skill in the art to modify Safadi 's disclosed system to include such a wireless 
device." Applicants assert that the Examiner's statement fails to remedy the disclosure 
deficiencies of the Safadi patent, as discussed above with respect to independent claims 49, 59, 
69 and 77. 

Accordingly, the rejections of claims 51, 53, 61, 63, 71 and 80 under 35 U.S.C. §3 03(a) 
should be withdrawn. 
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REQUEST FOR ALLOWANCE 

In view of the foregoing, Applicant submits that all pending claims in the application are 
patentable. Accordingly, reconsideration and allowance of this application are earnestly 
solicited. Should any issues remain unresolved, the Examiner is encouraged to telephone the 
undersigned at. the number provided below. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dated; November 23, 2009 By: Arno|d^,7^um, Reg. £63,375 

On behalf of 

Won Tac C. Kim. Reg. 4 40,457 
(858) 651 - <>2*>5 



QUA LCOMM incorporated 
5775 Morehouse Drive 
San Diego, Caii lomia 92 1 2 1 
Telephone: (858) 658-5787 
Facsimile: (858) 658-250.?. 
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